
CONNONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE CONMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

THE APPLICATION OF HILLRIDGE ) 

RATE FILING PROCEDURE FOR SMALL 1 
UTILITIES 1 

FACILITIES, INC. FOR A RATE ADJUST- ) 
MENT PURSUANT TO THE ALTERNATIVE ) CASE NO. 89-347 

O R D E R  

Before the Commission is the application of Hillridge 

Facilities, Inc. (Vlillridge") for a rate adjustment pursuant to 

Commission Regulation 807 KAR 5:076. This proposed rate 

adjustment would produce additional annual operating revenues of 

approximately $72,800, an increase of 55.7 percent over normalized 

test year operating revenues. We deny the proposed rate 

adjustment, but grant new rates producing an increase in operating 

revenues oE $38,846 or 29.7 percent. 

Hillridge operates a 326,000 gallon sewage treatment plant 

providing sewer service to approximately 693 customers in eastern 

Jeffereon County. It is a privately owned corporation 

incorporated under the laws of Kentucky. 

Hillridge filed its application for rate adjustment on 

November 17, 1989. Joseph H. Eckert, Pat Brynes, and Steven 

Raque, customers of Hillridge, were permitted to intervene in this 

proceeding. A hearing in this matter was held on August 2 and 17, 

1990 at the Commission's offices in Frankfort, Kentucky. At this 

hearing, Donald H. Ridge, Sr., Hillridge's sole stockholder, 

Lawrence W. Smither, Chairman and Chief Exeautive Officer of 



Andriot-Davidson Company, Steven Raque, and Commission Staff 

members Karen Harrod and John Qeoghegan gave tertimony. 

REVENUE REQUIRENENT DETERNINATION 

Hillridge proposes to use as itr test period the 1988 

calendar year, the lart year for which information was readily 

available. The Commission finds the 1988 calendar year to 

accurately reflect Hillridge's currant operations and accepts its 

use as the test period. Commisrion Staff and Hillridge have 

proposed adju8tments to test pariod levels. While the parties and 
Commission Staff have stipulated to some of these adjustments, 1 

others are disputed. For brevity's sake, we will focus solely on 

thore adjustments in dispute. 

Operating Revenues 

Hillridge reported test year operating revenues of $128,305 

based upon service to 683 customers. Ten customers, however, were 

added to Hillridge's system during the test year. To normalize 

the revenues received from these new customers, Commission Staff 

proposes an adjustment of $2,256 to operating revenues.2 As the 

number of Hillridge customers remains at this level, the 

Commission finds this adjustment to be reasonable and accepts it. 

Operating ExDenlleS 

Supervision and Engineering Expense/Owner-Manager Fee. 

During the test period, Rillridge incurred $12,000 in supervision 

Transcript of Evidence (V.E.'8), Vol. I, 6-78 Vol. 11, 5-6. 

693 customers x 12 months x $15.70/month - $130,561. 
$130,561 - $128,305 $2,256. 
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and engineering expenses. It paid this amount to Palmetto Land 

Development Company (*Palmetto*) for performing daily inspections 

of Hillridge's sewage treatment plant and certain administrative 

matters. 

Commission Staff proposes that this expense be disallowed and 

that an owner-manager fee of $2,400 be substituted. Its position 

is based on the Hillridge-Palmetto relationship and past 

Commission precedent. Hillridge and Palmetto are wholly owned by 

Donald 8. Ridge, Sr. Mr. Ridge and his wife are Palmetto's only 

employees. Nr. Ridge provides all supervisory and engineering 

services provided by Palmetto. As Hillridge's owner performs 

these services and as the services in question are similar to 

those normally performed by owners of small sewer utilities, 

Commission Staff maintains that an owner-manager fee is 

appropriate in this instance. Based upon its review of past 

Commission decisions, Commission Staff submits, the amount of this 

fee should be $2,400. 

Vehemently opposing Commission Staff's proposal, Hillridge 

contends that it ignores the facts of thie case. Hillridge notes 

that Mr. Ridge made 643 service calls on its sewage treatment 

plant during the test period, handled most of the utility's 

administrative matters, and wag "charged with the responsibility 

for producing a quality finished pr~duct."~ Hillridge further 

3 Brief of s ill ridge, 7 ,  
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notee that outride entitirr would charge higher fee8 to perform 

eervice8 currently provided by Mr. Ridge. Finally, Hillridge 

contend8 that Commirrion Btaff'r proporal ir "arbitrary, 

capricioum, and unrearonable in that it giver no conrideration to 
the riee of a faoility or to the rervicer performed by an 

owner/operator ,184 

A8 the expenre involver a tranraction between affiliated 

entitier and a8 it ir the proponent of thi8 expenie, Hillridge 

bearm the burden of demonatrating the reamonablenerr of thio 

expenre. Boire Water Corp. v. Idaho Publ. Util. Com'n, 555 P.2d 

163 (Idaho 1976)) fiouthwrrtern Be11 Tale. Co. v. Kanoao Corp. 

(Kan.App. 1979)) KRB 278.190. It ha8 not met w, 602 P.2d 131 

thim burden. 

Hillridge just 

Palmetto allegedly 

plant'8 operation. 

fies the rupervirory expense8 in part becau8e 

bear8 rerponribility for it8 eewage treatment 

Palmetto, however, doer not employ a 

certificated wastewater operator. AS KRB 224.135 and 401 KAR 

51010 require a perron having primary rerponsibility for the 

operation of any sewage mystem to be certificated, Palmetto cannot 

legally have overall rerponribility for the Billridge plantla 
operation. 5 

The Colmnirrion note8 that many of the 8ervice8 provided by 

Palmetto are duplicative. Billridge employ8 Andriot-Davideon 

- Id. at 10. 

We also note that wr. Ridge, amide from not holdin a 

would qualify him to mupervise a certificrted operator. 
wartwater operator cmrtifioatr, ha8 no rpeaial training wh ! ch 
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Company to maintain ita plant. Andriot-Davidron, under the t e r m  

of a maintenance contract dincuered below, ham "the complete 

operational rerponribilitier of the . . . [Hillridgal plant.n6 
The additional rervicea provided by Palmetto are not normally 
required and have been termed by Billridge's own witnerr an 
~ n u a u a l . ~  While we commend Nr. Ridge for him extreme effort0 to 

enrure the plant'r proper operation, the Commirrion findr that 

Hillridge'r ratepayerr should be required to pay only for 

rearonable leveln of rervice. 

The Commirrion further Linda the adminirtrative rervicer 

provided by Palmetto do not justify thin expenre. Many of the 

dutiea attributed to thin expenre can be performed by a 

recretary/bookkeeper. Provision haa been made in Hillridge'a 

raten for ouch poaition. Furthermore, the quality of there 

rervicer ham been exceedingly poor. For example, Palmetto war 
renponnible for preparing Hillridge'n annual report and ita 

recorda. Ita annual report in replete with errorr. Hillridge'r 

accounting eyrtem falls completely to conform with the Uniform 

Byatem of Accountr. At the hearing, Me. Ridge, the Palmetto 

employee providing rupervirory rervicer, dirplayed a total lack of 

knowledge of the regulatory requirements which Hillridge must 

meet. 

T.E.* Vol. I, Staff Exhibit 3. 

T.E., VOl. I, 132. 
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048.d upon the forrgolng, WO find that COlNlIi88iOn 8trff'r 

proporod rdjurtmrnt i 8  rrmonrblo rnd rhould be roooptad. Our 

drolrlon rhould not br oonrtruod, howrvrr, a8 rndorrlng tho rigld 

rppllortlon of 4 $ 1 , 4 0 0  owner-mrnrgor fro. Tho amount of ruoh foo 
orn Only br dotorminod rftor oonridoring tho froti of tho 

indlvldurl arm. 
Roul;lno Mrlntmnanom. During the tert yaar, HiILridge 

rrportrd routlno mrintrnrnoo oxprnrr of $12,000 which war paid to 
Prlmrtto for ruoh rorvloe r r  plrnt rnd rqulpmont mrintonrno~.~ 

Commirrlon Strff prOpOrr8 that thir rxprnrr br inorrrrod by $2,400 

to roflrot oontrroturl rorvioor rvrllrblo from Andriot-Drvidron 

company, tho orrtlflortrd wrrtrwrtor operator primarily 

rorponriblo for the Hillrldgo plrnt'r oporrtlon. Andrlot-Drvidron 

ourrontly oonduotr drily inrpootlonr of tho Hlllrldge plant, but 

prrformr no routine mrlntonrnor. It ha8 offorod to oporrto the 

plrnt rnd prrform all routino mrintenrnoo for 4 monthly Lee of 

$1,200 or 914,400 4nnUrlly.9 Thi8 rorvloo would 8rti8fy a11 

ox111tlng rogulrtory ro~ulromrntr and would rorult in 4 monthly 

rrvlngs of $200 to Hlllrldgr by ollmlnrting tho mrlntonrnor Leo to 
Pr lmr t t 0 I 10 

- Id. at 16, 71. 

T.E., Vol. I, Staff Exhlblt 3 .  

Curront Monthly Foo - Andriot-Drvidron 
Proporad Monthly Frr - Andriot-Drvldron 

lo Curront Monthly Mrlntonrnoo Foo - Mr. Ridgo $1,000 

Tot41 Curront Monthly Foo 

Monthly 6rVing8 
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Aftor a thorough roviow of tho proporod contract, tho 

Commirrion findr that roquirod maintonanco and opmration function8 
of Hillridgo can bo porformod undor tho contract at a raving@ of 

$200. Acoordingly, an adjurtmont ha@ boon made to allow an annual 
Coo of $14,400 to Andriot-Davidron Company rnd to oliminato tho 

maintonanor foo of $12,000 to Palmotto. 

Sludae Hauling. Hillridgo proporor to inoreare rludgo 

hauling oxponro by $9,600 barod on an ortimatod incroaro of 50 

additional loadr of rludgo at $192 por load. Staff proporod to 

dirallow tho inoroaro rinco tho additional number of load. door 

not moot tho rato-making criteria of boing known and moarurablo. 

Staff ,  howovor, did propore an rdjurtmont to incroaro thir oxponro 
by $4,102 barod on tho numbor of load. haulod durin9 tho teat year 

and tho inororrod colt por load of $192.11 

In hir tortimony Nr. Ridga oxplained that tho 50 additional 

load@ W18 bared on 4 ~al~ulrtod ortimato. Howover, he war not 
ab10 to provido hi@ crloulationr to the Commirrion and, in frat 

rtatod in Item 2 of tho information filed on June 6, 1990, that 

%any, many factor@ contribute to tho dovolopmont of the rludgo. 

Thoro variablor mako it imporriblo to prodict an exact amount of 

rludpo that rhould bo wartrd and hrulrd awry.t8 Mr.  Smither war 
alro unablo to provido an ortimto for the numbor of loadr of 

rludge that would nrrd to bo haulod.12 

l1 T.E., Vol. 11, Staff Exhibit 4 at 3-4. 
12 T . E . ,  vol. I, page 1so. 
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Nr. Ridge provided copies of selected health department 

reports which indicated that Hillridge's settleable solids 

exceeded 50 percent. According to Nr. Edward N. Niddleton of the 

Louisville and Jefferson County Health Department, sufficient 

sludge should be hauled to maintain the percent of settleable 
solids between the required 20 percent and 50 percent.13 Although 

Hillridge's settleable solids sometimes exceed the 50 percent 

level, according to Nr. Middleton, Hillridge is not a problem 

plant. 

The Commission reali8es that there may be a need for 

additional sludge to be hauled from the Hillridge plant. However, 

based on the evidence presented, there is no way to determine the 
correct number of sludge loads which would be necessary. The 

Commission therefore finds that the adjustment proposed by 

Hillridge is not known and measurable and should be denied. The 

Commission concurs with the adjustment proposed by Staff and, 

accordingly, has increased sludge hauling expense by $4,102. 

Chemical.. In its application, Hillridge proposes to 

increase test-period chemical expense from $2r061 to $ 3 r 0 0 0 .  This 

increase was attributed to the need Cor chemical deodorants to 
comply with Louisville-Jefferson County Health Department 

~ t a n d s r d s . ~ ~  Following the hearing in this matter I Hillridge 

l3 

l4 T.E.r Vol. 11 56. 

Val. I, Staff Exhibit 1. 
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submitted documentary evidence suggesting the total cost of the 

desired chemical deodorants is $7,406.15 This evidence shows that 

two agents, ETE and Oxford DV-68, can normally be used for odor 

control. It does not indicate that these chemicals must be used 

jointly nor that, if used individually, they would be ineffective. 
The Commission has calculated the cost of each chemica1l6 and has 

increased chemicals expense by $1,038 to reflect the purchase of 

HTE. We have, in response to a Commission Staff rec~mmendation,~~ 

increased chemicals expense by an additional $500 to appropriately 

classify a portion of test-period chemical expense. 

Maintenance. Eillridge proposes to include additional 

maintenance expense of approximately $17,000. Palmetto incurred 

these expenses to maintain Hillridge's sewage treatment plant and 
subsequently billed the sewer utility for them. Hillr idge 

recorded $13,277.64 of this amount as an account payable in its 
1988 annual report, but not as an operating expense on either its 

. 
l5 Letter of R. Kenneth Kinderman to Gerald E. Wuetcher (August 

8, 1990) (complying with request for documents), Item No. 5. 
* l6 ETtI (700 lbs. @ $139.95/100 lba.) 

6% Sales TAX 
Total Cost 

$ 979.65 
58.78 

Ql,o3err3 
Oxford DV-68 (182 1/2 gals. @ $32.62/gal.) $5,953. 15 
6% Sale8 Tax 357.19 
Total Cost EZIEEi 
Computation is based on usage of 700 lbs. inatead of 
estimated 632 lbs. as chemical i m  sold only in 100 lb. 
units. 

* 

l7 T.E., Vol. 11, Staff Exhibit 4 at 5. 
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1988 annual report or its records. The remaining balance of this 

sum was never recorded.18 

The type of recordkeeping practices surrounding these 

expenditures raises serious questions.19 Billridge has, however, 

produced sufficient documentary evidence in the form of cancelled 

checks to prove payment of $17,396 to Palmetto for maintenance 

expenses incurred during 1988. Accordingly, the Commission finds 

that these expenses should be recovered through Hillridge's rates. 

After a thorough review of invoices submitted to Billridge by 

Palmetto, however, the Commission has calculated the total 

additional expense and has determined that it would be more 

appropriate to depreciater amortize or reclassify a portion of 

these expenses. The Commission has accounted for the additional 

invoices aa follows: 

Maintenance Expense 
Capitalized Expenses 
Chemicals Expenae 
Tank Painting Expenee 2o 
Sludge Hauling Expense 
Total 

Amount 
Included for 

Actual Rate-Making 
Exgenditures Purposes 

$10,171.90 $10,172 
4,953.58 + 6 yrs. 825 

674.96 675 
1,150.00 + 5 yrs. 230 - 

$17 396 44 
446.00 

T.E., Vol. I, 28. 

l9 Commission Staff recommended against allowance of these 
expenses precisely because Hillridge never recorded them and 
their credibility, thereforer was highly suspect. 

Sludge Hauling Expense was excluded because the Conrmisaion has 
already allowed for an annualized sludge hauling expense based 
on number of loado hauled per Hfllrfdge'E annual report. 

2o 
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Accordingly, total operating expenses have been increased by 

$11,902. 

Rate Case Expense. Hillridge proposes to include rate case 

expense of $15,474 in its rates. The magnitude of this expense is 

not reasonable in relation to the Eire and scope of Hillridge'e 

operation. The Commission has reviewed cases decided within the 

last 24 months in which similarly sired water and sewer utilities 

were involved and rate case expanse was awarded. A listing of 

these The average rate case expense 

found reasonable was $3,679. The expense sought by Hillridge is 

four times that level. Only those rate case expenses which are 

considered reasonable and in line with those charged in other 

proceedings of similar complexity may be passed on to a utility's 

ratepayers. Re New Milford Water Company, 84 PUR3d 183 (Conn. 

cases appears at Appendix A. 

P.U.C. 1970). 

The Commission declines to paea through to Hillridge's 

ratepayers the full amount of this rate case expense. As none of 

the cases listed in Appendix A involved a hearing before the 

Commission, we find that $7,700, approximately $4,000 more than 

the average level of rate case expense, should be allowed in 

Hillridge's rates as a reaeonable level of expenses associated 

with the prosecution of Hillridge's application. We concur with 

the recommendation of parties and Commission Staff that this 

expense be amortized over a three year period. Therefore, an 

adjustment has been made to annual rate case expense of $2,567.21 

*' $7,700 + 3 years = $2,567/year. 
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Income Tax Expense. Commirrion Staff propo8er disallowing 

test-year income tax expense because it was compored of prior year 

taxee, penalties and interest which were primarily for a8rociat.d 

companies. 22 The Commission concurs and har eliminated teat-year 

income tax expense of $15,772, Provirion for income tax expenre, 

however, has been made in retting Hillridge's rat08.~~ 

Louirville-Jefferson County Health Department. Hillridge 

proposer an adjurtment for Louirville-Jefferron County Health 

Department's annual fee of $700. Hillridgo contend8 that t h h  

fee war omitted from ita test-year expen8or. 24 The Commisrion 

finds that thin expen80 wa8 omitted from te8t-year expenres and 

has increased operating expenser by $700 to reflect this expense. 

Interert Expense. In ita test period expenses, Hillridge 

includes interest expense of $27,679. Commission Staff recommends 

that the Commission disallow this expense. It contends the 

interest expense is from a loan which was obtained to meet 

Billridge'r operating expenses. To allow recovery for this 

intereet expense would, Commission Staff asrerts, constitute 
retroactive rate-making. 25 

The Commission has two concerns about the interest expenre. 

First, Hillridge never nought nor received Comminsion 

22 T.E., Vol. 11, Staff Exhibit 4 at 9. 

23 See infra Note 30. 

24 T.E., VOl. 11, 8-9. 
25 T.E., Vol. 11, Staff Exhibit 4 at 9. 
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authorisation to irrue long term debt. KRS 278.300 exprearly 

require8 ruch authorisation before a utility m y  irrue evidence of 

indebtednerr. BillridgO’8 prerident attempta to defend the 

utility’. action8 by claiming ignorance of the law. Ignorance of 

the law, however, ir not an acceptable defenre, Allowance of thin 

interert expenre would mount to Commirrion aanction of an illegal 
and inexcurable act. 

Second, allowance of the interert expenre would constitute 

retroactive rate-nuking. Billridge’a prerident teatitied the 

loan8 were recured to meet prerent operating losrer. Although 

Rillridge officialr were aware that the utility could aeek rate 

relief, they inatead chooae to borrow funda to meet loaaea.26 

Including the interert expenre on there loan8 in rater would force 

prerent ratepayerr to pay increared future rater to cornpenrate 

Billridge for part deficit opending. In effect, the Comiarion 

would be fixing rate. and charger retroactively. We are 

prohibited from jurt that. See Knoxville v. Knoxville Water CO., 

I12 U.8. 1 (l908)t Narranganaett Electric Co. V. Burke, 415 A.2d 

177 (R.I. l98o)i Re Town of Kinarford Heiahta, 83 PURQth 303 (Ind. 

P.8.C. 1987). 

Bared upon the foregoing, we adopt Commirrion Staff’s 

reoommendation and disallow the interert expenre of 827,679. 

26 T.E., Vol. I, 104-105. 
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OPERATIONS BUHMARY 

The Commission has determined Hillridge's operating statement 

to be as follows; 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expensea 
Supervision L Eng. 
Sludge Hauling 
Utility Service - Water 
Power Purchased 
Chemicals 
Routine Maint. 
Maintenance 
Agency Collection 

Office supplies (r 

Outside Bervices 
Insurance Expense 
Amortization Exp. 
Rate Case Expense 
Taxes Other Than 

Miscellaneous Gen. 

Tank Painting Exp. 
DOpreCiatiOn Exp. 
Owner/Manager Fee 
Income Taxes 
Health Dept. 

Total Operating 

Fee 

Other 

Income Taxes 

Expense 

Fee 

Expense 

Test year27 
Actual 

$128,305 

12,000 

2,748 
36,282 
2,061 
12,000 
23,236 

4,433 

9,000 
3 ,854 
481 

1,500 
-0- 

2,024 

-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 

15,772 

7 I 418 

-0- 

$132,809 

Adjustments 

$ 2,256 

220; 
1,440, 

2,400 
181048 

(15,772) 

700 

J$12,342) 

Teat Year 
Ad j us ted 

$130 I 561 

-0- 
11,520 

3,039 
34,703 
4 274 
14,400 
28 , 325 
4,699 

14,248 

635 
-0- 

18909 

2,567 

2 I 024 

220 
1 I 440 
18 I 048 
2,400 

-0- 

700 

$145,151 

27 These figures are as they appear in Hillridge's annual report 
for the 1988 calendar year. During the hearing in this 
matter, Hillridge's president questioned the accuracy of these 

28 The amterisk indicates that all or a portion of the adjustment 
was the result of a stipulation between the parties and 
Cornismion Staff. 

figures. SI -, T.E., Vol. I, p. 108. 
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Net Operating 
Income ( $  4,504) ($10,086) ($14,590) 

Interest Expense $ 27,679 ($27,679) -0- 

Net Income I$32,1831 $17,593 J$14,5901 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

For small, privately owned sewage utilities like Hillridge, 

the Commission has previously held that the operating ratio method 

should be used for rate-making determination. Thin method is used 

because "the books, record6 and account. of many of these 

utilities are incomplete'l and because no comparable utility exists 

upon which to base a rate of return determinati~n.~~ 

The Commission finds that an 88 percent operating ratio is 
the appropriate operating ratio to use in determining Hillridge's 

revenue requirement. Based upon such a ratio, Hillridge requires 

annual operating revenues of $169,407, or additional operating 

income of $38,846.30 An 88 percent ratio will, furthermore, 

29 Case No. 7658, An Adjustment of Rates of the Lee Angle 
Company, Inc., Order of May 30, 1980. 

30 Adjusted Operating Expenses S145.151 - 
Operating Aatio - .88 
Required Operating Revenue before m m  

Income Taxes 
- 

145 151 
3 T h  

Less: Adjusted Operating Expenses 
Required Net Operating Income 

Add: Allowance for Income Taxes 

Adjusted Operating Expenses 
Total Revenue Requirement 
Less: Normalized Tent Year Revenue 130 561 

($19,793 x ,22549) 4,463 

d%-%+ 
Required Revenue Increase E3Eh 
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provide sufficient revenues for Hillridge to meet it8 operating 

expense8 and receive a rea8onable return. 

S U m Y  

After conrideration of the evidence of record and being 

otherwire rufficiently advired, the Commirrion findr that8 

1. Hillridge requires grons annual operating revenues of 

$169,407 to meet itr operating expensen, to enwre an adequate 
cash flow and to provide a fair and reasonable return on 

invertment. 

2. The rates in Appendix 81 attached hereto and 

incorporated herein, will produce gross annual operating revenues 

of approximately $169,407 based on adjusted tent year sales and 

are the fair, jut, and reasonable rates for sewer rervice 

provided by Hillridge. 

3. The rater propored in Hillridge'r application will 

produce revenues in excess of that found reasonable herein. 

4. Hillridge's present record-keeping syotem does not 

conform to the uniform 8ystem of ACCOUnt8 for Sewer Utilitiee. It 

is based on the cash method, not the accrual method, of accounting 

and failn to reflect all revenues received and expenser incurred. 

5. Hillridge has executed evidences of indebtedness for 

long-term debt without obtaining Commission authorization as 

required by KRS 278.300. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that: 

1. The rates propored by Hillridge in it8 application are 

hereby denied. 
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2. The rates contained in Appendix 8 are approved for 

service rendered by Hillridge on and after the date of thin Order. 

3. Within 30 day8 of the date of thim Order, Eillridgm 

file with the Commission its revised tariff netting out thm shall 

rates approved herein. 

4. Hillridge shall adopt a record-keeping symtem which 

conforms to the Uniform System of Accounts for Sewer Utilities and 

which accurately reflects all revenues collected and expennes 

incurred. 

5. Hillridge shall seek Commission approval before issuing 

any evidence of indebtedness for long term debt. 

6. Hillridge shall closely monitor its financial position 

and seek rate relief in a timely manner when it is necessary. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 17th day of September, 1990. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMI88IOA 
h 

ATTEST: 

L 

h 
ommissioner 



APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCNY PUBLIC SERVICE CONMISSION 
IN CASE NO, 89-347 DATED Noptomhor, 17, 1990. 

COMMISSION CASES INVOLVINO EIMI ER UTILITIES 
IN CASE 

Care No. 10331, Tho Application of Parkrvlllo Wator 

Dirtrict to Curtomerr of tho Dirtrict. 

Care No. 10356, Adjurtment of Rator of tho Auxior Water 
Company, Inc. 

Car0 No. 89-207, The Appliaatlon Of Rough Rlvor Wator 
Syrtem for a Rate Adjurtmrnt Purruant to tho Altrrnrtlvo 
Rate Filing Prooeduro Lor Bmll Utllitior. 
Care No. 89-273, Application of Orchard Orarr Utilitlor, 
Inc. for a Rate Adjurtment Pursuant to thr Altarnativo 
Rate Filing Procedurr For Small Utllitier. 

Ciao No. 89-274, Appllcatlon of Bullitt Utllltior, Ine. 
d/b/a Bullitt Hillr tlowor Eyrtom for a Rata Adjurtmont 
Purruant to the Altornrtive Rate Fillng Proorduro For 
Small Utilitler. 

Care No. 89-275, Application of Willow Croak sowor Syatom 
for a Rate Adjurtment Pursuant to tho AltOrnltivo Rat0 
Filing Prooeduro For S m l l  Utilltlrr. 

Care NO. 89-262, The Appliaatlon Of U r y V i l l O  Sowage 
Syrtem, Inc. for (I Rate Adjurtmont. 

Care No. 90-075, Adjurtment of Rator of the Commonwoalth 
of Kentucky of Lexington South Elkhorn Wator Dlrtrict. 

Care No. 9896, A plication of the Elkhorn Water Dlrtrlct 

Conrtruct a wator Storago Tank and Additional Linorf (2) 
For Approval of Financing Plan for Sald Projoet and (3) 
For Approval of Water Rater and Chargor. 

Care No. 89-189, Application of tho Unlon Light, Hoat and 
Power Company for Certlficrte of Public Convonlonco and 
Wecorrity to Bld on a Gar Franchire in thr City of 
Covington, Complonwoalth of Kontucky. 

Dlrtriat, of Boylo County, Kentuck I for A9 rOVal O f  tha 
Increrred Wator Rator Proporad to i 0 Charga g by tho 

(1) For a Certif f cate of Convonloner and Nacorrlty to 



- Car. No. 10280, Applioation of Woodlawn, Oakdala a 
aurbandr Road Hatar Dirtriot (Banitation Dirtriot No. 4) 
of NoCraokan County, Kmtuoky, for (1) A Cartiiioata oL 
Publio Convanianoa and ~aoarrity, Authoriring and 
Parmitting raid Dirtriot to Conrtruot 8awaga Traatmant 
Faoility Improvamantr, Conrirting of Extanrionr, 
Additionr, and Improvomentr to tha Exirting Bawar Byrtam 
of tha Dirtriotr (2) Approval of tha Proporad Plan of 
Finanoin oL Said Projaotr and (3) Approval of  tho 

Dirtriot to Curtomar8 of tha DhtriOt. 
- Cara No. 89-159, An Adjurtmont oL Rata8 of tha Nartin 

County Hatar Dirtriot No. 1. 

- Cara No. 89-136, A plioation of Wart Oldham Utilitiar, 
rno. Lor a Rata Adgurtmant Purrnuant to tha Altarnrtiva 
Rata Filing Prooadura ror mall Utilitier. 

County Watar Dirtriot NO. 1 .  

Dirtriot for a Rata Adjurtmant Purruant to tha Altarnativa 
Rata Filing Procadura For 8mll Utilitiar. 

Inorarra ! Bawar Rata8 Proporad to ba Chargad by tha 

- Car. NO. 89-155, An Adjurtmant of Rata8 of tha Nartin 

- CI8a NO. 89-368, AQQliOatiOn Of Nurray NO. 1 Water 



APPENDIX B 

APPENDIX l Q  AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE 
CONNISSION IN CASE NO. 89-347 DATED Saptombor 17,  1990. 

Tho following rator and ahargor aro prorcribod for tho 
cumtornorm in tho aroa rorvod by Hillridgo Faoilitior, Ino. All 

other rater and ahargor not rpocifically montionod horoin .hall 
renuin tho ram. am thoro in offoat undor authority of thir 

Commirrion prior to tho offootivo drto of thir Ordor. 

Nonthlv Rat0 

$20 n 38 


